The paper considers the division of a production system into departments i and ii introducing a further division of department i into a homothetic and a complementary sector. It shows the existence of nontrivial upper and lower bounds for the capital stock and the wages that depend on this division contributing, among other results, to explain the quasilinearity of the wage-profit curve found in some empirical researches.
The division of a production system according to the final use given to the products of each enterprise, either as means of production or consumption goods, was originally introduced by Smith (1981: 288) and reformulated by Marx (1992: 471) who, like his predecessor, employed this division mainly to study the reproduction of the economic system. On the other hand, von Neuman (1945) built a homothetic production system to study economic growth in a general equilibrium model and, from a perspective inspired in Ricardo (2004) , Sraffa (1960) built another system of this type to study the relations between prices and income distribution. The important analytical tools introduced by these authors have been incorporated in numerous publications but, to our knowledge, they have been employed separately despite the proximity of the themes treated in many of the researches.
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In this paper, we define the aggregates of production processes just mentioned within a model of single-product industries with no fixed capital in such a way that they result complementary. With this purpose, we first divide this system into departments i and ii introducing a further division of department i into a homothetic sector and the rest of this department, to which we refer to as the complementary sector. A division of production into three parts is thus established with a corresponding division of labor into three quantities, represented synthetically by means of a vector l = (l h , l c , l II ), whose coordinates are the quantities of labor occupied in the homothetic sector, the complementary sector and department ii, respectively. The vector, under certain election criterion specified in third section, is unique for each production system and constitutes a useful tool to study the capital stock and the wage measured with the net product, respectively KS and w, as functions of the profit rate (r).
2 This conclusion is based on the results that are presented along the paper in the order indicated.
In the first section, we expose a model originally published in Bení-tez (2009) whose most peculiar trait is to include all possible distributions of wage's payment between the start and the end of production. 3 In second section, we establish the division into departments and prove that, given l and the maximum rate of profit (R), KS depends only on the proportion capital/(total product) in department i (c I ). In third section, we accomplish the further division of department i and prove that, given l and R, c I depends only on the proportion capital/(total product) in the complementary sector (c c ), a result that, together with the one just indicated implies that the same is valid for KS. Moreover, in fourth section it is shown that, for each R, the possible values of KS are contained in the space limited by the curve 1/r, the vertical straight line of abscise R and the two axes, in relation to which two important results are presented. According to the first one for each r ∈ [0, R] and for each number pertaining to the interval [0, 1/r] there is at least one production system for which KS(r) is equal to that number. Consequently, as shown in sixth section, for each number pertaining to the interval [0, 1] there is at least one production system where profits (KS (r) r) are equal to that number for any r ∈ [0, R]. Therefore, the graphics of the functions KS (r) and those of the wage-profit curves not only belong respectively to the space just indicated and to the rectangle of diagonal S (R) = [(0, 1), (R, 0)], something already known, but also cover these surfaces entirely, a conclusion not previously published to our knowledge. This situation gives relevance to the second result: each vector l determines a nontrivial lower bound for the capital stock valid for the set C (R), integrated by all the production systems sharing the same R. On its turn, this bound implies an upper bound for the wage (w) that is presented in sixth section.
Given the last result, one may expect that l also determined an upper bound for KS valid for C (R), but in fifth section, we prove that this is not the case. For this reason, in the same section we consider a family of subsets C m (R) ⊃ C (R) defined in such a manner that, for each m > 0, C m (R) contains all the elements of C (R) except a part of those where the following takes place: for some r* ∈ [0, R], when r changes from r* to R, the capital stock of the complementary sector diminishes in an amount greater than or equal to m times the simultaneous increase in its profits. The definition is helpful in the study of those production systems where, for empirical or theoretical reasons, the possibility of such a reduction in the capital stock may be excluded. In this regard, the case m = 1 is particularly interesting, as argued in sixth section Also in this section, we prove payment date for income distribution is pointed out in Chapter 6 of Marx (1990: 278) and also that Sraffa (1960: 10) considers the two payment dates schedule as the most appropriate way to treat wages, although in contraposition Steedman (1977: 21) affirms that this date has no importance at all. that for each m, l determines an upper bound for the capital stock valid for C m (R) which, together with the lower bound already mentioned, permits one to establish an estimation of KS(r) whose precision may be great for certain values of r.
On the basis of the last result, in seventh section, a lower bound for the wage is determined for each set C m (R) which, together with the upper bound already mentioned, permits one to estimate w(r) with an accuracy that may be high for certain levels of m, l and r. Finally, despite the fact that no empirical applications are included in this paper, in the final remarks section it is argued that the results presented here may have empirical relevance. We shall add that the roman character appearing in some statements indicates the section of the "Appendix" where the reader may find the corresponding proof.
I. the model
The model represents a productive system integrated by n industrial branches, each producing a particular type of good labeled by an index i or j, so that i, j = 1, 2, …, n. I will refer to a set { j1, j2, …, jd, …, jD} as a D set if it contains D different goods. To simplify, I will also refer to the indexes as goods. All the production processes are simultaneous and of equal duration, the quantities of each good are measured with the amount produced of the corresponding good, and the quantities of salaries with the amount of salaries paid. 4 For each pair (i, j) of indexes, a i j and l j represent respectively the quantities of i and of salaries consumed in the j industry during the period considered to produce one unit of j; for each j they verify l j > 0, a i j ≥ 0 ∀ i and a i j > 0 at least for one i. If the assumption is made that each quantity of salaries pays an equal quantity of labor, l j may also be interpreted as the quantity of labor consumed in the j th industry; however, this is not required for the purposes of this paper. For each j, the price of good j in units of salary is p j and r is the rate of profit of the period. A fraction t of the wages is paid at the beginning of production in every industry and the rest at the end, the cost of labor in each branch j is then equal to
In these conditions, if the rate of profit is the same in every branch, the prices and costs of production are related by the following equation system:
We will say that (1) is viable if in every D set the sum of the quantities of each good belonging to D that are consumed directly in the production of the goods of D is not greater than 1 and is less than 1 for at least one of the goods. Consequently, every D set verifies that ∑ d a i,jd ≤ 1 for each i ∈D and ∑ d a i,jd < 1 for at least one i ∈ D. I assume that every economy considered in this work is viable, which, together with the other assumptions already made permit us to verify the following propositions for every t. Theorem 1.I There is an interval [0, R] such that: a) R is independent of t and 0 < R < + ∞, b) for each r ∈ [0, R], the solution of (1) is unique and strictly positive, c) p j (r) is a monotonous increasing function for every j, d) at least one price tends to infinity when r tends to R, e) for each r ∈ [0, R], the quotient
For each i, c i = 1 -∑ j a i j represents the quantity of good i produced as surplus over the amount of the same good consumed as a means of production, as (1) is viable c i ≥ 0 ∀ i and c i > 0 for at least one i. Summing up the n equations of (1), we obtain ∑ j ∑ i a i j p i (1 + r) + ∑ j l j (1 + tr) = ∑ j p j . Substituting ∑ j l j and ∑ j p j with their respective equivalents 1 and ∑ j ∑ i a i j p i + ∑ j c j p j in the previous equation yields ∑ j ∑ i a i j p i (1 + r) + (1 + tr) = ∑ j ∑ i a i j p i + ∑ j c j p j and consequently:
The first term on the left-hand side of this equation is the amount of profits obtained with the means of production and the second one that of wages together with the profits corresponding to the wages advanced. As the value of the collection of goods on the right-hand side is equal to the net income of the society, we will refer to this collection as the real income.
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The first function represents the capital stock (equal to the cost of the means of production), the second one the wage and the third one the capital (equal to the amount invested), each variable being measured with the real income. Using this notation we can write (2) in the following forms:
Dividing every term on the right-hand side of (3.a) by a price p b arbitrarily chosen yields
. This expression and e) from Theorem 1 imply that KS is independent of t. To simplify, we will assume in the next four sections that t = 0 and its other possible values will be considered only in seventh section. Under this assumption, the real income is equal to net product and for this reason, we will talk only about the last one in the corresponding sections.
II. depArtments I And II
Each industry i produces a certain quantity c i of consumption goods and another quantity 1 -c i of means of production. Therefore, we can represent its activity by means of two equations, one for each part of it, establishing the following equation systems:
The first system represents the production of capital goods and the second one that of consumption goods, named by Marx (1992: 47) respectively departments i and ii of production. If no industry belongs to the two departments either c i = 0 or c i = 1 for each i, naturally in this cases c i = 0 for at least one i and n > 1. Adding up the equations in each system yields, respectively, the following equations
The quotient c I indicates the fraction of the production of department i consumed in the same department, as the rest of its production is consumed in department ii and the total labor is employed in the two departments, we can write the preceding equation systems under the following forms:
Using this notation, the capital stock may be represented by means of the quotient p I /p II . Substituting the denominator in this fraction on the left-hand side of (6) gives
On the other hand, solving (5) yields p I = l I /[1 − c I (1 + r)] and substituting p I according to this result on the right-hand side of the preceding equation, we get 1/{(1 − c I )(1 + r)
Simplifying the last expression, we obtain:
This formula shows that, given r and l I , the capital stock depends only on c I . For this reason, in the next section we will study in more detail how this variable is determined.
III. the homothetIc And complementAry sectors
and λ A represent the Frobenius root of A. From the assumptions adopted, it follows that 0 < λ A < 1, as shown in Benítez (2009) . Therefore, according to Theorem 7 in Chapter 13 of Gantmatcher (1966) , there is at least one vector q ≥ 0, q ≠ 0 such that A*q = λ A q. As the magnitude of q may be fixed arbitrarily, we will assume, for reasons indicated below, that a q has been chosen satisfying the following conditions: a) the magnitude of q is such that min{1 − c i − q i = 0i = 1, 2, …, n} and b) q is one of the vectors maximizing the sum ∑ j q j l j . After q has been determined, multiplying each equation j of (1) by the corresponding factor q j results in the following system:
This system is homothetic, a condition characterized by the fact that the proportion between the quantity of each good used as a means of production and the quantity produced of the same good is the same for all the goods, implying that KS is constant. Indeed, in (8) this proportion is equal to ∑ j ∑ i q j a i j p i /∑ j q j p j permuting the indexes i and j in the numerator, we can express the function as
Because A*q = λ A q, for each j, we have ∑ i q i a j i = λ A q j and substituting in the preceding quotient, we get
On the other hand, the condition a) assumed to define q implies that system (8) is embedded in department i and, together with b) assures that, with regard to the quantity of labor employed, (8) is the greater homothetic system in this situation. As shown by Benítez (1986) , there may be other homothetic systems, but for the purposes of this paper it is enough with the one satisfying conditions a) and b), to which I will refer as the homothetic sector.
According to the preceding definitions, for each j the part of the production of the jth industry included in department i may be divided into two fractions: the one integrating the homothetic sector, equal to q i , and the rest equal to 1 − c i − q i . A corresponding representation of department i by means of two equation systems can be formulated, (8) and the following system, to which I will refer as the complementary sector:
Therefore, this system is the complement of the homothetic system in department i. Despite the fact of being a residual determined by the two other systems just mentioned above, the complementary sector is relevant to our study, as will be shown. Summing up the equations of systems (8) and (10) 
As the quantity of labor employed in (10) is l I − l h , using this notation and (9), department i may be represented by means of the following system:
Solving each of these equations for the corresponding price yields 
This formula permits one to observe that c I ∈ [λ A , c c ] whenever λ A ≠ c c and also that given r, λ A , l h and l I , c I depends only on c c , a variable that will be studied with more detail in the next sections. On the other hand, the preceding divisions permit one to define the vector l = (l h , l c , l II ), which is unique for each system of type (1). The values of l are contained in the set
and may vary widely. Notwithstanding, if (1) is homothetic, then l I = R /(1 + R ), l II = 1/ (1 + R ) and, as in this case department i is also homothetic, the distribution of labor is given by:
IV. A lower bound for the cApItAl stock
To study the capital stock, the following proposition will be useful.
Lemma 1.II Let KS c be the proportion capital/(net product) in the complementary sector, KS(R) and KS c (R), respectively, the limits of KS(r) and KS c (r) when r tends to R from below. Then:
The graph of KS(R) as a function of R is the hyperbole equilateral shown in Figure 1 . Theorem 2.III Given R, ∀ (r, T ) ∈ G KS (R), there is at least one system of type (1) for which KS(r) = T.
Accordingly, the ordinate of each point of G KS (R) is equal to the capital stock of at least one system of type (1) for the corresponding r. Therefore, given any R the magnitude of capital may be as close to zero as desired ∀ r ∈ [0, R]. Nevertheless, as it will be shown in this section, the distribution of labor among the departments and sectors of production determines a nonzero lower bound for the systems of type (1) sharing a given R. To show this, the following proposition will be useful, valid if l I − l h > 0.
Lemma 2.IV c I is a monotonous increasing function of c c . It follows from this result that, given R and l, the smallest capital corresponds to the system of type (1) where c c is the smallest. Because in each industry at least one produced good is employed, this quantity is always greater than zero, but I will make it equal to zero in (12) to calculate the limit (c I -) of the proportion c I when c c tends to zero. After simplifying, one gets c
On the other hand, the first equation of (11) may be written in the form λ A (1 + r) + l h /p h = 1. The second term, on the left-hand side tends to zero when r tends to R (see A.II in "Appendix") so that we have λ A (1 + R) = 1 and:
Substituting in the previous expression gives c I
and multiplying everything by (1 + R), we obtain after simplifying:
According to (7), KS is a monotonous increasing function of c I . For this reason, to obtain a lower bound for the capital stock (KS -), it is enough to substitute this value of c I in (7) resulting in:
We may add that ∀ ∈ [0, R], this formula determines the greater lower bound for KS given R and l. This is because for every T > KS -it is possible to choose c c small enough for the resulting system to verify KS < T. Figure 1 presents an example of a lower bound for KS.
V. A fAmIly of subsets
For each R, let C (R) be the set of all the systems of type (1) that share the same R value. An important property of this set is presented next. Proposition 1.V Given R and l, ∀ (r, T) ∈ G KS (R), there is at least one system of type (1) for which KS(r) > T.
This proposition implies that, given R, the vector l does not impose any upper limit on the capital stock. For this reason, in this section we are going to define a family of subsets of C (R), whose complement in C (R) may be reduced as much as desired and such that in each one of them a given vector l determines a nontrivial upper bound for the capital stock, as will be shown in the next section.
According to (15) (12) and (7), given l and R the capital stock depends only on c c , so that we will pay particular attention to this sector. It is convenient to observe that, if the capital stock is constant, KS c (r) ≤ 1/R ∀ r ∈ [0, R] 
For each couple (m, R) where R > 0 and m ≥ 0, let C m (R) be the set of all the systems of type (1) for which KS c (r) is less than the value determined by (18) ∀ r ∈ [0, R]. We may ask if for every m ≥ 0 the amount of capital determined by (18) corresponds to at least one system of type (1) and also if for every system of type (1) there is an m ≥ 0 such that the capital stock is less than the value determined by (18) for every r ∈ [0, R]. Both questions receive an affirmative answer based on the following proposition. It is convenient to observe that according to (14.d) for every r* ∈ [0, R], when r changes from r* to R, the wage is reduced to a quantity equal to or greater than zero implying that the simultaneous increase in profits is smaller than or equal to the wage in r*. Consequently, in the systems verifying (18), the capital stock in the complementary sector diminishes with this change an amount equivalent to at least m times the increase in profits. For this reason, C m (R) may be described as the set integrated by all the elements of C (R) except a part of those that, for some r* ∈ [0, R], when r changes from r* to R, the capital stock in the complementary sector diminishes in an amount equal to at least m times the simultaneous increase in profits. It follows from Lemma 3 that when m increases starting from zero the set C m (R) ∩ C (R) grows continually from C 0 (R), a set that includes only those systems where capital always grows when r changes from an r* ∈ [0, R] to R, and tend to be equal to C m (R) when m tends to infinity. Finally, it is worth noting that a system of type (1) pertaining to a set C m (R) satisfies a restriction regarding the relative price of the particular sets of goods integrated by the capital stock and the net product of the complementary sector but there is no other restriction on relative prices.
VI. An upper bound for the cApItAl stock
For each m and for each r < R, (18) 
On its turn, this result permits one to establish the following upper bound for the capital stock: To employ this formula, which calculates an upper bound for the capital stock of a particular system of type (1), an assumption is made about the smallest set C m (R) containing the system, something that may depend on empirical or theoretical considerations. In this regard, the set C 1 (R) has a special interest for the following reasons: a) it includes all the production systems where KS c (r) is a constant or a monotonous increasing function, b) it includes a part of those systems where KS c (r) is monotonously decreasing or not a monotonous function and c) it excludes only a part of those systems where for some r* ∈ [0, R], when r changes from r* to R, KS c (r) diminishes an amount at least equal to the corresponding increase in profits. It is to remark that in such cases the sum of capital plus profits, measured with the net product, either keeps constant or decreases. Formulas (17) and (20) permit one to estimate the capital stock as the average of the values determined by both, to which it corresponds a maximum error equal to one half of the difference between them. After simplifying, the following formula is established:
The value determined by (12) for (c I (c c + )) is always equal to 1/R when r = R. For this reason, the error in (21) is equal to zero in this case, a result indicating that it may be as small as desired for values of r sufficiently near to R. On the other hand, normally the error will be greater when r approaches zero. Figure 1 presents the graphs corresponding to (19) and (20) when m = 1, R = 1 and l = (1/4, 1/4, 1/2) is determined by (13).
VII. upper And lower bounds for wAges
Let G w (R) = {(r, w)0 < r < R and 0 < w < 1}∪{(0, 1), (R, 0)} this set contains all the possible graphs of w(r) and is equal to the interior points of a rectangle as those shown in Figures 2 and 3 plus the extreme points of S(R). We may ask if every point of this set pertains to the wage-profit curve of at least one system of type (1), an affirmative answer is given by the next proposition. Then, given R and r such that 0 < r < R, w (r) may have any value comprised between 0 and 1. This result together with the fact that the wage-profit curve is monotonously decreasing imply that the curve adopts rather curious forms for certain systems of type (1). For instance, choosing (r, w(r) ) close enough to (0, 0), the theorem guaranties that there is a system whose wage-profit curve will look like the square formed by the two axis while choosing (r, w(r) ) sufficiently close to (R, 1) the corresponding curve will look like the square formed by two lines parallel to the axis intersecting in this point. Nevertheless, a given vector l permits one to limit this diversity establishing an upper bound w(r) + and, for each m, a lower bound w(r) m -, by substituting respectively KS -and
KS m
+ in (4.a). In this manner, we obtain after solving for w(r):
On their turn, these bounds permit one to estimate the wage as their average value with a maximum error equal to one half of the difference between them. After simplifying, we arrive at the following formula:
It is convenient to note that the error is zero when r = 0 or r = R. Therefore, it may be as small as desired if the levels of r being considered are close enough to any of these values. Moreover, the error diminishes as t increases. Figures 2  and 3 show the graphs of the last three formulas, respectively, when t = 0 and t = 1, with R = 1 and vector l = (1/4, 1/4, 1/2) is determined according to (13).
fInAl remArks
Assuming that t = 0, it follows from equation (4.a) that when the capital stock is constant, w is a linear function of r and its graph is the straight segment S(R).
Loosely speaking, we may refer to the fact that w is a continuous function of KS saying that the wage-profit curve keeps close to a straight line if the capital stock maintains close to a constant value. In the economic literature, two sufficient conditions have been pointed out for the value of capital to be constant: a) the equality between relative prices and relative values and b) the homothetic condition of the production system. In this paper, we arrived at the definition of pairs of conditions such that given any one of them the other one is sufficient for the proximity between w(r) and S(R). Indeed, if given a couple (m*, l*) a w(r) function either contained in or near to the interval determined by (22) is considered to be close to S(R), we can establish the following conclusion:
Proposition 2. In a system of type (1), in order for the wage-profit curve to be close to S(R), it is not required for the proportion between quantities produced and consumed to be near 1 + R, neither that relative prices be close to the corresponding value proportions. Any of the following two conditions is sufficient if the other one is satisfied: a) that the system belongs to a set C m (R) such that m is either close to or less than m* and b ) that the vector l of the system is close to l*.
In relation to the value of m, the empirical relevance of the set C 1 (R) for which some arguments were offered in sixth section may be confirmed by the quasilinearity of the wage-profit curves reported by several empirical researches, as those by Ochoa (1989) , Michl (1991) , Shaikh (1997) , and Tsoulfidis and Rieu (2006) . Indeed, if -as argued in some of these works-the studied economies satisfy either condition a) or b) indicated above, then they belong to C 1 (R). On the other hand, as may be appreciated in Figures 2 and 3 , if a production system belongs to C 1 (R) the wage-profit curve is close to S(R) if vector l is close enough to l R . Nevertheless, to verify that this last condition is satisfied in the cases just cited, empirical considerations must be developed requiring another article.
We have chosen l R to calculate the numerical examples because of its peculiar properties, particularly the relation to segment S (R) that has just been mentioned, but in order to illustrate the existence of the upper and lower bounds studied here any l ∈ S (l) could have been chosen. It also permitted to illustrate the fact that these bounds can be very close to each other, suggesting that the corresponding estimation of the functions may be used eventually in empirical researches. For instance, the estimation of w by means of (22) in the case of the example presented on seventh section yields an error smaller than 6.1% and 6.13% for any r < 20%, considering respectively t = 0 and t = 1, and the error decreases tending to zero as r tends to zero.
Finally, we may add that the approach followed here to study functions KS(r) and w(r), largely based on the contributions of the authors mentioned in the introduction, is justified by the results established. Naturally, our research covered only a few properties of these functions and in order to reach further advances, for instance concerning the degree in which changes in l affect the upper and lower bounds of the functions, more studies based either on this or in other perspectives are required. 
A.III We will prove successively that there is a system of type (1) where the capital stock is: a) smaller than T, b) greater than T and c) equal to T. a) Consider the following system: (1 -a 22 ) ]. Let us choose a 11 = 1 / (1 + R) and a 22 such that a 22 /(1 -a 22 ) = min{T/2, 1/2(1 + R)}. Then, in order for KS to be lesser than T, it suffices to choose l 1 and l 2 such that, for the given r, the proportion p 1 /p 2 is close enough to zero. b) Given R, and r ∈ [0, R], let a be such that a = 1/(1 + R) and let l 0 > 0 be a given quantity of labor. Consider the following spring-like production system:
In this system, a units produced by each branch j are employed in its own production and the remaining (1 -a) units in the production of the (j + 1)th branch, except for the nth branch where the corresponding (1 -a) units constitute the net product of the system. Solving for the price of the good produced in each branch yields:
This system permits one to observe that R is determined by the equation 1 -a (1 + R) = 0, implying that a = 1/(1 + R) as initially established. Defining
we can write the previous system as: Consequently, the preceding system may be written as:
On the other hand, the capital stock in (A.3) is equal to [p 1 + p 2 + …+ p n-1 + ap n ]/(1 -a)p n , a quotient that may be written in either of the following forms:
On its turn, by substituting each price except p 1 in the quotient [p 1 + p 2 + …+ p n-1 ]/p n for its equivalent in (A.4) we obtain, after simplifying:
Multiplying the numerator and denominator by (1 -b) 
Thus, substituting in (A.5.b) yields:
is a monotonous decreasing function of b whose value tends to zero when n tends to infinity. It is important to note that in this case the capital tends to 1/r. Indeed, lim
, substituting in the preceding expression yields:
This is the value of KS when all the income corresponds to profits (because (lim KS n → ∝ ) r = 1). Therefore, for any T < 1/r, we can choose n great enough in order for the capital of system (A.3) to be greater than T. c) Consider the production system integrated by the two equations of (A.2), each one of them multiplied by (1 -u) where u ∈ [0, 1] and the n equations of (A.3) each one of them multiplied by u. The capital stock in the aggregated system is determined by:
As this quotient is a continuous function of u, it adopts all the values between those corresponding to the original systems verifying a) and b), so that there is a u verifying c).
A.IV Summing up the two equations of (11) A.V We define λ A according to (15) for the given R, and we choose as the homothetic sector the first equation in system (11). Then, we define l h and l such that 0 < l h < l < 1, l 0 = l -l h and a such that 0 < a < λ A , the resulting system (A.3) will be the complementary sector. Choosing as sector ii the equation (1 -λ A ) p h (1 + r) + (1 -a)p n (1 + r) + 1 -l = p II we have a system respecting the conditions. The capital stock of the complementary sector, measured with the net product of that sector is determined by (A.5). This conclusion and (A. A.VIII Some data of the graphs in Figures 1, 2 and 3 . references Benítez, Alberto (1986) , "L'étalon dans la theorie de P. Sraffa", Cahiers d'économie politique,12:131-146. [(1990) , "La mercancía patrón en la teoría de Piero Sraffa", Lecturas de Economía, [32] [33] . Benítez, Alberto (1995) , Desequilibrio y precios de producción, México, uam-Siglo xxi Editores.
